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It is related that when Kamil Pasha was Ottoman Grand Vizier at the 
beginning of 1913, he complained of lack of. support from the British 
ambassador, Sir Gerard Lowther, and exclaimed in despair: ‘Alas, where 
is White, where is Currie?! Kamil Pasha’s bitterness over Lowther’s 
attitude was certainly justified, but it is most doubtful whether his nostalgia 
for White and Currie has any historical warrant. In fact, whether we look 
at British policy towards the Ottoman Empire from the morrow of the 
Congress of Berlin to the eve of the First World War, or whether we 
examine the attitude of successive British ambassadors in Constantinople 
during the same period, our dominant impression is likely to be quite 
negative. On the very morrow of the Cyprus Convention of 1878, by 
which Britain engaged to join the Sultan in defending Ottoman possessions 
in Asia ‘by force of arms’, mutual disenchantment was already apparent. 
The British government on the one hand found itself unable or unwilling 
to give financial or other support to Abd al-Hamid, and on the other 
suspected that the Sultan was not in earnest about those ‘necessary 
reforms’ which he had bound himself by the Cyprus Convention to 
introduce. By the end of 1879, British influence was at a low ebb in 
Constantinople, and the pro-Ottoman Layard had, as Salisbury put it, 
‘lost his temper with the Sultan, and like a Portuguese sailor in a storm is 
disposed to beat the idol he worshipped’.? Anglo—Ottoman relations 
thereafter remained tepid. The British occupation of Egypt, on the one 
hand increased Abd al-Hamid’s suspicion of his ostensible ally, and on 
the other considerably decreased British interest in an Ottoman alliance.® 
British attitudes toward Abd al-Hamid became one of increasing dislike and 
mistrust: he was believed to be cynical about reforms and to propagate a 
mischievous and possibly dangerous Pan-Islamism. The Armenian 
troubles of the 1890s served to give him, in addition, a sinister reputation 
as an unscrupulous and bloodthirsty despot. It was now thought practi- 
cally useless and morally wrong to have any truck with ‘Abdul the Damned’, 
and the ‘unspeakable Turk’ was undoubtedly the wrong horse to have 
backed in the Crimean War and in 1876-78. ‘I believe,’ Salisbury wrote in 
1898, ‘that under the guidance of Palmerston and Lord Stratford de 
Redcliffe we made a grave blunder in deserting the alliances of 1805. We 
sacrificed the alliance of a Power that was growing, for a Power that was 
evidently decaying.’? Fear of Germany finally brought about an entente 
with Russia some nine years after the date of Salisbury’s letter. This 
entente was bound to, and did make, Anglo—Ottoman relations more 
difficult and ambiguous than ever. 

The outbreak, a year later, of the Young Turk revolution seemed, how- 
ever, at first sight to herald a warmer relationship between Britain and the 
Ottoman Empire. The newly appointed ambassador, Sir Gerard Lowther 
(1858-1916), was given an enthusiastic popular welcome on his arrival 
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at Constantinople, and Sir Edward Grey described the revolution as 
‘marvellous’, declaring that: ‘We were against the Turkish government 
when it was bad, but between us and the people there was not, and never 
had been, any barrier.’ But it soon became clear that the Young Turk 
revolution had not effected any fundamental change in Anglo—Ottoman 
relations. British policy, after all, was still governed by the need to maintain 
the entente with Russia, no matter what the character of the Ottoman 
régime. If this was the case, then to afford the Ottomans solid and whole- 
hearted support—whether political or financial—would have been con- 
sidered as at best unproductive, and at worst downright harmful. In this 
attitude Lowther seems to have been at one with the Foreign Office. One 
may even go further and say that his reports on the political situation at 
Constantinople, and on the character and activities of the Young Turks 
instilled within the Foreign Office the belief that the Young Turks were 
much worse than Abd al-Hamid. Lowther thus reinforced the long- 
standing anti-Ottoman prejudice in the Foreign Office, and encouraged 
its tendency to believe that the Ottoman government was made up of men 
who were at once sinister and incompetent, corrupt and infantile. 

In conveying such an impression to his colleagues and superiors in 
London, the ambassador seems to have been wholly guided by his chief 
dragoman, G. H. Fitzmaurice (1865-1939). No biography either of 
Lowther or Fitzmaurice exists, and it is difficult for us to know how 
passive and receptive the former was by character, or how forceful and 
persuasive the latter. But this at least we do know, that Lowther was a 
newcomer at Constantinople while Fitzmaurice was an old hand there, 
and that the ambassador admired his subordinate’s abilities and relied 
on him. ‘As to Fitzmaurice, whois indefatigable,’ he wrote to the Permanent 
Under-Secretary at the Foreign Office in July 1909, ‘I am quite satisfied 
that he is in touch with all the various elements of the local political world, 
and that no embassy, except perhaps the Russians, who have a Jew 
dragoman in close touch with the Jew Committee of Union and Progress, 
is better informed that we are’. When, some two years later, the Young 
Turk newspaper Tanin attacked Fitzmaurice for allegedly intriguing in 
favour of an Arab caliphate, and for attributing pro-Zionist policies to the 
Ottoman government, Lowther strongly defended his chief dragoman, 
and endorsed Fitzmaurice’s explanation of the attack by Tanin. This 
attack Fitzmaurice attributed to his investigation of the influence of 
freemasonry over the Young Turks. He believed that it was his duty to 
carry out such an investigation because masonry had become ‘the instru- 
ment of political intrigue in matters affecting British interests’. Fitzmaurice 
also believed that his inquiries into masonry ‘were not free from danger’.’ 

It is clear from this language that the chief dragoman believed that in 
Constantinople things were not what they seemed, that political incidents 
had hidden implications and esoteric explanations. His outlook may be 
exemplified by a remarkable letter which he wrote to William Tyrrell, 
Grey’s principal private secretary in November 1912, when the Balkan 
allies appeared on the point of capturing Constantinople. Fitzmaurice’s 
letter was dated from Tzarigrad as he now called the Ottoman capital, 
and began: ‘Swan-like, let me write you a last letter from Pekin before the 
Court and Porte flee bagless and baggeless (Gladstonese) to the shores of 
Asia.’ He believed that the ‘drama of 1453’ was being ‘undone’ and that 
the “Turkish Army rotted by C.U.P. doctrines and politics could not fight 
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in the name of Djavid Bey, instead of the Padishah and collapsed before 
the avenging Balgar and the armies of the new Great Power—the “‘United 
States of the Balcans” which are undoubtedly the right horse besides the 
favourites of the Gladstonian Tradition. Art. 23 of the Treaty of Berlin 
has been set right by reverting to San Stephano and if bad massacres, etc., 
occur here within the next 36 hours, the lurid wave may sweep over 
Anatolia and force the 10,000 Russians at Urmia to step in and redress 
Art. 61 of Berlin.’ His imagination was just as lurid as the scene he envi- 
saged, for he went on to say: ‘If a general massacre, etc., etc., like Turner’s 
picture in the National Gallery “Wind, Rain and Speed” sweeps over 
Anatolia and Syria in an expiring spasm of Panislamism now for four 
years harnessed to the chariot of Panjudaism, the prairie fire may even 
reach Egypt.’§ 

There is no doubt that Lowther shared Fitzmaurice’s outlook. As has 
been seen, in a letter of 1909, he speaks of the ‘Jew Committee of Union and 
Progress’. Other letters make his views on Ottoman politics fully explicit. 
‘Have you read the Nineteenth Century ?’, he asks Hardinge, in a letter of 
April 1910. ‘Freemasonry in France, mutatis mutandi—this will explain a 
lot of what is going on here. The Jews, Socialists and Freemasons are all 
supreme latter making great strides. That will probably produce another 
Counter revolution unless it gets too strong.’ A week later, he speaks of 
the ‘combination of self-seeking spurious freemasons and Jews that 
represent the Committee of Union and Progress’ and he affirms that ‘this 
Albanian business has been created by a few Salonica Jews’.® Three years 
later his opinions are quite unchanged: ‘Great Britain and her agents,’ he 
wrote in March 1913 to Sir Arthur Nicolson, Hardinge’s successor at the 
Foreign Office, ‘do not appeal to the reckless and the violent who pull the 
strings here, so we are not popular. I do not think Mahmoud Shefket [the 
Grand Vizier] dreads or need dread the Ententists [i.e. the Hurriyet ve 
Itilaf Firkasi] Moderates or peace men or whatever you like to call them 
but rather the violent section of his own party who care not what happens 
to the country, but who, encouraged by the Jews, merely seek their own 
ends.”1° 

The mysteries of the Judeo-masonic and Young Turk conspiracy un- 
covered by the ambassador and his dragoman fortunately do not have to be 
pieced together from mere obiter dicta. They are actually set out in a long 
and detailed letter, ‘private and confidential’, dated May 29, 1910, from 
Lowther to Hardinge. It is reproduced here in an appendix. The story 
which Lowther here unfolds in all its labyrinthine complexity involves 
many actors in various parts of the Mediterranean—and even perhaps 
beyond—all bound together by the occult ties of freemasonry: ‘Nathan, 
the Jewish Lord Mayor of Rome, is high up in Masonry, and the Jewish 
Premiers Luzzati and Sonnino, and other Jewish senators and deputies, 
are also, it appears, Masons’; “The Italian Government appointed a Jew 
and Mason called Primo Levi, who was not in the consular career, as 
consul-general at Salonica, and Oscar Strauss [sic], who together with 
Jacob Schiff, had influenced the American Jews in favour of Jewish 
immigration into Mesoptamia as opposed to other Territorialist plans 
and as an extended form of Sionism, was appointed American Ambassador 
here.’ If to Nathan, Levi and the others, we add another name, we will have 
revealed a crucial link in this invisible chain: ‘Some years ago Emanuele 
Carasso, a Jewish Mason of Salonica, and now deputy for that town in 
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the Ottoman Chamber, founded there a lodge called “Macedonia Risorta” 
in connection with Italian Freemasonry. He appears to have induced the 
Young Turks, officers and civilians, to adopt Freemasonry with a view to 
exerting impalpable Jewish influence over the new dispensation in Turkey.’ 
These were the conspirators. But Nathan and Levi, Sonnino and Luzzati, 
Schiff and Strauss and Carasso, what was their purpose? ‘The immediate 
purpose for which they are working is the practically exclusive economic 
capture of Turkey and new enterprises in that country.’ Behind this 
immediate aim lay an ultimate purpose ‘[the Jew] seems to have entangled 
the pre-economic-minded Turk in his toils and as Turkey happens to 
contain the places sacred to Israel, it is but natural that the Jew should 
strive to maintain a position of exclusive influence and utilize it for the 
furtherance of his ideals, viz. the ultimate creation of an autonomous 
Jewish state in Palestine or Babylonia as explained by Israel Zangwill in 
his article in the “Fortnightly Review” of April.’ It was through Carasso 
that the Young Turks were harnessed to these aims, and they in return 
have made the Ottoman Empire a mere instrument of the Jew: ‘Talaat Bey, 
the Minister of the Interior, who is of Gipsy descent ... , and Javid, the 
Minister of Finance, who is a Crypto-Jew, are the official manifestations 
of the occult power of the Committee [of Union and Progress]. They are 
the only members of the Cabinet who really count, and are also the apex 
of Freemasonry in Turkey. . . . Since he became Minister of the Interior 
about a year ago, Talaat Bey has been spreading the net of the Freemason 
Committee over the Empire by appointing to provincial posts as governors, 
sub-governors, etc., men who are Masons or reliable Committee adherents, 
and, in most cases, both. .. . The invisible government of Turkey is thus 
the Grand Orient with Talaat Bey as Grand Master.’ These were the main 
lines of Sir Gerard’s story, but it also had some baroque and highly 
significant embellishments. The Jew hates Russia, England is friendly to 
Russia, therefore the Jew is anti-British, ‘a consideration to which the 
Germans are, I think, alive’. The Jew and the Young Turk, again, have 
combined to push out and estrange Armenians, Greeks, and Arabs, and 
many of the latter “secretly turn their eyes towards the Khedivate as the one 
“Arab Government” which, they cherish the hope, may one day, under 
British auspices, exercise a centripetal influence on all Ottoman Arabs.’ 

The fustian fantasies recorded in this document are worth noticing for 
their own sake, for they exhibit the extremes of credulity to which succum- 
bed the two men" to whom the Foreign Secretary looked for the provision 
of reliable information about an important and sensitive area. The docu- 
ment shows how tenuous was their hold on reality. Rule by doctrinaire 
officers such as the Young Turks was, of course, an ominous development 
in the Ottoman Empire; but to represent it as the outcome of a Judeo- 
masonic conspiracy was entirely to miss its significance. It was to be gulled 
by fuddled fabulosities. 

If Lowther and Fitzmaurice were so easily led astray on so fundamental 
an issue, then their judgment regarding other aspects of Ottoman politics 
becomes suspect. How this judgment influenced policy is, however, a 
different and a more complex issue. But that it had an influence may not 
be doubted. Acknowledging Lowther’s report of May 29, Hardinge 
declared that it was ‘most interesting reading’ and that copies were being 
sent privately to the India Office, to Cairo and Teheran.!2 This is a 
indication of how seriously it was taken. As has been argued above, anti- 
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Ottoman prejudice more or less pronounced is a standing feature of 
British policy from the 1880s onwards. Lowther’s letter, encouraging the 
belief that the new Ottoman rulers were a band of sinister conspirators, 
must have confirmed this prejudice and given it a new strength. Such a 
prejudice, incalculable as its effects are, must be reckoned with in consider- 
ing British policy toward the Ottoman Empire in the years immediately 
preceding the outbreak of the First World War. In a recent paper, Profes- 
sor Allan Cunningham has remarked that by 1914 ‘a British government 
was no longer inclined by temperament to make any sort of major sacrifice 
to win over Turkey’.!* It is reasonable to assume that Lowther’s reports had 
their part to play in the making of this temperament. 

Two echoes of Lowther’s and Fitzmaurice’s views are perhaps worth 
mentioning, both for their intrinsic interest, and as an indication of the 
wide prevalence of these views. The Arab Bulletin of September 26, 1916, 
carried an anonymous article entitled ‘Notes on Freemasonry in Turkey 
under the New Régime (1908-19147, which seems to reproduce, with 
embellishments, the account given in Lowther’s letter of May 29, 1910. 
Carasso, ‘a low-class, and dishonest lawyer, an obsequious, venal and 
secretive scoundrel, with a mysterious manner’ was responsible for 
inducting Talaat, Javid, Dr Nazim and ‘Behaeddin Monastirli into free- 
masonry; he was a ‘useful jackal to the lions and tigers of the C.U.P.’. 
The Committee of Union and Progress, freemasonry and Judaism were 
inextricably connected: ‘Certain Turks of Constantinople who knew 
Salonika remarked a curious similarity between the emblems of the 
Committee and those of the Macedonia Risorta Lodge, and of the Jewish 
Beni Brith Society’; the inauguration of the Grand Orient of Turkey in 
June 1909 was ‘graced by the presence of numerous Jewish gentlemen 
from Haskeui (the Whitechapel of Constantinople), Salonika, Smyrna and 
various cities in Hungary, and the Central Empires’. The Bulletin listed 
the members of the ‘Supreme Council of the Grand Orient of Turkey’, 
three or probably four of whom were Jews, three Dénmés and four only 
Muslims. Certain foreign observers, the Bulletin remarked, had begun to 
wonder whether ‘the Young Turk might not prove to be an old Jew with 
German affinities’. After going through various complicated reasonings, 
the article concluded that ‘as far as is known Turkish Freemasonry is now 
dormant, and will probably remain so, till the present governing group in 
Turkey is driven from power, and resumes its underground methods 
against the next Turkish régime or a foreign conqueror’.® 

The other echo worth noticing occurs in a letter from G. F. Clayton, 
director of Intelligence at Cairo, to Wingate, the Governor-General of 
the Sudan. The letter is written from London where Clayton was on an 
official mission, and is dated August 3, 1916. Clayton describes to his 
correspondent his impression ‘which confirmed what I have always 
thought’ of the widespread influence of the Jews; the letter went on: 
‘There are English Jews, French Jews, American Jews, German Jews, 
Austrian Jews and Salonica Jews—but all are Jews, and moreover practi- 
cally all are anti-Russian. You hear peace talk and generally somewhere 
behind is the Jew. You hear pro-Turk talk and desires for a separate peace 
with Turkey—again the Jew (the mainspring of the C.U.P.)’.1® The letter 
sheds a peculiar light on the judgment of one who, during and after the 
First World War, was a main architect of British policy in the Middle East. 
But, of course, Clayton was not the only one to be impressed by the 
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ubiquity and omnipotence of the Jews. If he was suspicious, others were 
impressed by so much power and it may well be that such fictions helped 
to persuade the British government to fall for and to take up Zionism: 
Clio is indeed an ironic muse. 


APPENDIX 


Secret 
Sir G. Lowther to Sir C. Hardinge* 


(Private and Confidential.) 
Dear Charles Constantinople, May 29, 1910. 


Gorst’s telegram of the 23rd April and your telegram of the 25th April about 
the rumoured appointment of Mohammed Farid as delegate in Egypt of the 
Constantinople Freemasons, ‘said to be intimately connected with the Committee 
of Union and Progress’, prompts me to write to you at some length on the strain 
of continental Freemasonry running through the Young Turk movement. I do 
so privately and confidentially, as this new Freemasonry in Turkey, unlike that 
of England and America, is in great part secret and political, and information 
on the subject is only obtainable in strict confidence, while those who betray 
its political secrets seem to stand in fear of the hand of the Mafia. Some days ago 
a local Mason who divulged the signs of the craft was actually threatened with 
being sent before the court-martial, sitting in virtue of our state of siege. 

As you are aware, the Young Turkey movement in Paris was quite separate 
from and in great part in ignorance of the inner workings of that in Salonica. 
The latter town has a population of about 140,000, of whom 80,000 are 
Spanish Jews, and 20,000 of the sect of Sabetai Levi [sic] or Crypto-Jews, who 
externally profess Islamism. Many of the former have in the past acquired 
Italian nationality and are Freemasons affiliated to Italian lodges. Nathan, the 
Jewish Lord Mayor of Rome, is high up in Masonry, and the Jewish Premiers 
Luzzati and Sonnino, and other Jewish senators and deputies, are also, it 
appears, Masons. They claim to have been founded from and to follow the 
ritual of the ‘Ancient Scottish’. 

Some years ago Emannuele Carasso, a Jewish Mason of Salonica, and now 
deputy for that town in the Ottoman Chamber, founded there a lodge called 
‘Macedonia Risorta’ in connection with Italian Freemasonry. He appears to 
have induced the Young Turks, officers and civilians, to adopt Freemasonry 
with a view to exerting an impalpable Jewish influence over the new dispensation 
in Turkey, though ostensibly only with a view to outwitting the Hamidian spies, 
and gave them the shelter of his lodge, which, meeting in a foreign house, 
enjoyed extra-territorial immunities from inquisitorial methods. Adbul Hamid’s 
spies got cognisance of the movement, and a certain Ismail Mahir Pasha, who 
was mysteriously murdered shortly after the revolution in July 1908—an accident 
after dark—appears to have learnt some of their secrets and reported on them to 
Yildiz Palace. Spies were posted outside the lodge to take down the names of 
officers and others who frequented it, a move which the Freemasons counter- 
mined by enrolling of the secret police as ‘brethren’. The inspiration of the 
movement in Salonica would seem to have been mainly Jewish, while the words 
‘Liberté’, ‘Egalité’ and ‘Fraternité’, the motto of the Young Turks, are also the 
device of Italian Freemasons. The colours of both, red and white, are again the 
same. Shortly after the revolution in July 1908, when the Committee established 
itself in Constantinople, it soon became known that many of its leading members 
were Freemasons. Carasso began to play a big rôle, including his successful 
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capture of the Balkan Committee, and it was noticed that Jews of all colours, 
native and foreign, were enthusiastic supporters of the new dispensation, till, as 
a Turk expressed it, every Hebrew seemed to become a potential spy of the 
occult Committee, and people began to remark that the movement was rather a 
Jewish than a Turkish revolution. The Italian Government appointed a Jew and 
Mason called Primo Levi, who was not in the consular career, as consul-general 
at Salonica, and Oscar Strauss, who, together with Jacob Schiff, had influenced 
the American Jews in favour of Jewish immigration into Mesoptamia as opposed 
to other Territorialist plans and as an extended form of Sionism, was appointed 
American Ambassador here. As you probably know, the orthodox Moslem has a 
very strong prejudice against Masonry, which he looks upon as worse than 
irreligious, and in the movement against the Committee which culminated in 
the mutiny of the 13th April, 1909, this feature figured rather prominently. 
Those events have not so far been satisfactorily explained, but it did not escape 
notice at the time that the four battalions which had been specially dispatched 
from Salonica to the capital, and which Kiamil Pasha wished to have sent back 
to the Ird Army Corps, started the mutiny or ‘so-called reactionary movement’, 
and were commanded by a Crypto-Jew and Freemason from Salonica, a Colonel 
Remzi Bey, who, instead of being court-martialled on account of the behaviour 
of the troops confided to his charge, was appointed Chief Aide-de-camp to 
Sultan Mehmed V. Carasso was one of the bearers of the message of deposition 
to Abdul Hamid, who was conveyed to Salonica and confined in the house of 
the Italian Jewish bankers of the Committee, while a brother of Renzi Bey was 
set over him as keeper. After the deposition the Jewish papers of Salonica sent 
up a loud cry of deliverance from ‘the oppressor of Israel’ who had twice turned 
a deaf ear to the appeals of Herzl, the Sionist leader, and who, by the imposition 
of the red passport, like our own Aliens Act, against Polish Jewish immigrants, 
and otherwise, had thwarted the realisation of the ideals of Sionism in Palestine. 
The ninth Sionist Congress in December 1909 at Hamburg announced that the 
divisions in the Jewish world between Territorialists and Sionists, ‘as a miracle 
of the Turkish revolution’, had been healed. At the same time Javid Bey, Deputy 
for Salonica, an exceedingly clever and gifted Crypto-Jew and Freemason, was 
made Minister of Finance, while Talaat Bey, also a Freemason, became Minister 
of the Interior. Hilmi Pasha, the Grand Vizier, had applied to become a Mason, 
but did not ‘proceed’. Martial law was proclaimed for two years, and most of 
the officers on the courts-martial were Freemasons. Parliament was ‘ordered’ 
to pass a very stringent Press Law, and a Salonica Crypto-Jew and Freemason 
was made ‘Directeur du Bureau de la Presse’, a post of enormous power, as its 
holder can suppress a paper for severe ‘criticism of the new régime’ (dubbed 
‘reaction’), or have the proprietor or editor court-martialled. A semi-inspired 
Ottoman telegraph agency, which gives the Committee view of events external 
and internal concerning things Ottoman, was started under the direction of a 
Baghdad Jew, and an all but successful attempt was made to appoint a Salonica 
Jewish lawyer and Mason as adviser to the Ministry of Justice. The Con- 
stantinople head branch of the Committee of Union and Progress is also run by 
a Salonica Crypto-Jew and Mason. Another Salonica Crypto-Jew and Freemason 
made determined attempts to be appointed ‘Préfet’, i.e. Lord Mayor, of the 
capital, but has not yet succeeded in his aim, though Prince Said Hamil, [sic] 
an Egyptian Freemason, has become Deputy Mayor. The ‘Préfet’ of Constan- 
tinople, like those in France, wields enormous power in all matters concerning 
the lives and movements of the citizens, and especially in matters connected 
with municipal elections and those for the Constantinople deputies in the 
Chamber. At the same time, the old Ministry of Police was replaced by the 
‘Sûreté Publique’ controlling the police and gendarmerie, and put in charge of a 
Salonica Freemason. ‘Parliament’ was further ordered to pass the ‘Loi sur les 
Associations’, which enabled the Committee of Union and Progress to suppress 
all similar or rival associations among the Bulgars, Greeks, etc., after which 
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muzzling process it went through the sham of transforming itself from a secret 
revolutionary society into a ‘political party and social society’ with published 
statutes. 

It was, however, noticed at the same time that Freemasonry lodges began to 
spring up like mushrooms in all the principal and small towns of Macedonia 
and also in the capital, where some twelve lodges have been started within the 
last year, and it did not require much investigation to learn that the secrecy of 
the craft was being partly used to conceal the inner workings of the Committee, 
which had professedly ceased to be a ‘secret society’. A subterranean propaganda 
seemed to be carried on, and officials and others holding important posts seemed 
to be given to understand that their position, advancement, and consequently 
their livelihood depended on their becoming ‘brethren’. Some were told that, by 
becoming Masons, Egypt, Crete, and other questions affecting the national 
greatness of the country would be settled in favour of Turkey, that the innermost 
arcana of the political world would be revealed to them, that they would become 
the brothers of the late King of England, and could shake hands and exchange 
signs with him when he visited Constantinople, etc. Many of these new recruits 
began to visit, and some actually succeeded in joining, the old-established British 
lodge, ‘La Turquie’, and every endeavour was made to induce them to believe 
that in becoming Masons they were joining an English institution. The new 
lodges, like similar ones in Egypt, claimed to follow the ‘Ancient Scottish’ rite, 
and falsely gave out that they indirectly held a charter from the Grand Lodge of 
Scotland, of which the King of England was Protector, their idea being to 
inspire the confidence which attaches to the English name among all Ottoman 
classes. To maintain the Committee’s hold on the army, crowds of officers, 
especially the juniors were made Masons, and received into a lodge called 
‘Resna’ after the birthplace in Macedonia of Niazi Bey, and with Major Osman, 
Fehmi Bey, the brother of Niazi Bey, as Master. Most of the Committee deputies 
and senators also became Masons, belonging to the lodge ‘La Constitution’ of 
which Talaat Bey, the Minister of the Interior and Javid Bey, Minister of Finance, 
were the principal officers. Some opposition deputies, especially Arabs, seeing 
that they were being left out in the cold and out of the current of local political 
secrets and intrigues, started or joined lodges, e.g. the ‘Ukhuvet Osmanié 
(i.e. “Ottoman Fraternity’) and the ‘Muhiban-i-Hurriet’ (i.e. ‘Friends of Freedom’.) 
Further the close on 1,000,000 adherents of the unorthodox Islamic sect of 
Bektashis, to be found mostly in South Albania and Macedonia, and possessing 
secret tenets and an organisation akin to those of Freemasonry, manifested a 
desire to join the Freemasons. These, however, were animated rather by the 
true spirit of Freemasonry as opposed to the political and atheistic form to be 
met with in some continental countries. 

In addition to the above-mentioned lodges, the following were founded in 
Constantinople during 1909-10: The ‘Vefa Oriental’ (or ‘Oriental Fidelity’), 
‘Les vrais Amis de l’Union et Progrès’, ‘Byzantio Risorto’, ‘La Véritas’, ‘La 
Patrie’, ‘La Renaissance’, and a branch of ‘Macedonia Risorta’ and the ‘Shefak’ 
(or ‘Dawn’, i.e. ‘L’Aurore’), a name not unknown to the students of Egyptian 
underground politics. All these lodges, like the network of Freemasonry in 
Salonica and Macedonia, seem to be mainly directed or inspired by Jews, the 
Greek, Armenian, and other native Christian elements being almost entirely 
non-represented, if not excluded. Mention has been made above of Prince Said 
Halim of Egypt. He, his brother Abbas Halim, Prince Aziz Hassan, and other 
Egyptians animated with a violent dislike of His Highness the Khedive have 
worked in with and financially helped the Committee of Union and Progress. 
The process by which the Freemasonry of Young Turkey, introduced into the 
capital through Salonica, became linked up with Egyptian Masonry was subject 
to the cross-currents that usually characterise politics on the shores of the 
Bosphorus, and is a bit obscure. Masons themselves giving conflicting accounts 
of what occurred, 
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Idris Bey Raghib, the Master of the Grand Lodge of Egypt, which is said to be 
recognised by the Grand Lodge of Scotland, was the founder of, and held 
supremacy over, a number of lodges in Egypt, Syria, Palestine, and the Lebanon, 
in which latter district the curious phenomenon of large numbers of Roman 
Catholic Masons is to be met with. 

Mahomed Orfi Pasha was also the founder of some lodges in Egypt, Jerusalem 
and Southern Syria, and aspired to bring the Constantinople lodges into his 
‘system’, and arrived here for that purpose in the Spring of 1909. He met with 
certain difficulties, and when the mutiny of the 13th April occurred, he got scared 
and fled precipitately to Egypt. Some time before those events Idris Raghib had 
delegated Prince Aziz Hassan who had attained the 17th degree in the Italian 
lodge at Alexandria, to bring the Constantinople lodges under the Grand Lodge 
of Egypt, and some time after the entry into the capital of the Macedonian forces 
who were led and inspired by Masons, and the dethronement of Abdul Hamid, 
who was bitterly opposed to Masonry, held by him to be a dangerous secret 
political society, the negotiations began. The necessary authority was obtained 
from the Italian Grand Orient, and Prince Aziz Hassan, in virtue of special 
powers emanating through Yusuf Bey Sakakini, from the Belgian Supreme 
Council of Freemasonry, was raised to the 33rd degree, and empowered to 
constitute the Grand Orient de la Turquie. This took place in July or August 
1909, and Mehmed Talaat Bey, Minister of the Interior, was made Grand Master. 
It would thus appear that the victory of the Macedonian forces in April 1909 over 
Abdul Hamid and the conquest of Constantinople also meant the victory of 
Italian inspired Freemasonry over the British recognized Grand Lodge of 
Egypt. All the lodges in Constantinople were gradually affiliated to it, as also 
those in Macedonia, and it was decided to bring all the Ottoman lodges in Syria, 
Egypt, etc., under the Ottoman Grand Orient. Prince Aziz Hassan, accompanied 
by Sakakini, returned to Egypt for that purpose, but Idris Bey Raghib and others 
were opposed to the idea, and maintained that Egypt and the Lebanon, being 
privileged provinces, ought to be independent even in (political) Freemasonry. 
Prince Aziz Hassan then fell out with Idris Raghib, who had originally dispatched 
him to Constantinople, and, in virtue of instructions from Talaat Bey, Grand 
Master of the Ottoman Grand Orient, appointed Mahomed Farid, the Egyptian 
Nationalist leader, as delegate in Egypt of the Constantinople Grand Orient, 
the investiture being carried out at a lodge at Tantah. Halil Hamade Pasha, 
Shahin Makarius of the ‘Mukattam’, and other prominent Egyptian Masons 
who do not sympathise with the Nationalists, raised strong opposition to the 
appointment, while His Highness the Khedive also deprecated a step which 
linked up by the bond of political Freemasonry the Egyptian Nationalists and 
the Committee of Union and Progress, but the appointment once made could 
not be undone. Halil Hamada Pasha suggested as a remedy the founding of a 
separate Egyptian ‘Grand Orient Ottoman’, with the express stipulation that 
Mahomed Farid should not become its Grand Master or Grand Venerable. By 
the establishment of an Ottoman Grand Orient in Egypt, and the investiture of 
its Grand Master, Mahomed Farid’s appointment as delegate of the Constan- 
tinople Grand Orient will ipso facto lapse. Halil Hamada Pasha is now in 
Constantinople and is endeavouring to get Carasso, the Jewish deputy and 
Venerable of the Italian Lodge of Salonica, to use his good offices with Talaat 
Bey to bring about the above consummation. Prince Aziz Hassan and Mahomed 
Farid are also on their way to Constantinople. When Talaat Bey declared it was 
untrue that Mahomed Farid had been appointed delegate in Egypt and that he 
and his Committee friends would not commit such a gaffe it would appear that 
he deliberately lied, presumably under pressure of the engagements of the 
Committee not to betray their secrets. 

In the meantime Sakakini has also arrived in Constantinople, after passing 
from Egypt to Syria, and spending some time in the latter country linking up 
its lodges with the Ottoman Grand Orient. 
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Should the Committee of Union and Progress Grand Orient of Turkey get 
control of the Egyptian lodges and fill the latter with Nationalists, there is no 
doubt that the tendency will be to work secretly and subterraneously, with a 
view to one day bringing about an unexpected explosion like that which in 
July 1908 took the world by surprise at Salonica. In this connection I may 
mention a somewhat curious incident. Some time ago the new Grand Rabbi of 
Turkey, a clever, energetic and accomplished man, who was the schoolfellow 
of some prominent Young Turks, and who under the old régime made several 
attempts to be employed in Abdul Hamid’s palace as librarian, solicited the 
good offices of the Embassy in the case of a Jewish Mason, named Ventura, of 
Italian nationality, who many years ago posed as an Ottoman subject, started 
business in the Soudan, and was expelled thence by the Sirdar on the ground that 
he (Ventura) was connected with the smuggling of tobacco through two Jews 
in Suakim for a certain Corporal White. The latter was also expelled and 
degraded. Ventura brought his case before the Mixed Tribunal at Cairo and 
obtained a semi-favourable sentence against the Ministry of War, but the Court 
of Appeal quashed the sentence. The Grand Rabbi presented a long memorandum 
of nearly 200 pages exposing the details of the alleged injustice of which Ventura 
was stated to be the victim, and begged that I should give Ventura a letter of 
introduction to Sir E. Gorst, with a view to the latter exercising his influence in 
favour of Ventura’s case, which was again to come before the Egyptian courts. 
I pointed out that any such action of mine was impossible as it would constitute 
an attempt to influence justice, and that the man was, moreover, professedly an 
Italian subject. Some time after a Jewish Mason here, called Dr Farih, got an 
introduction, through the Master of the local British lodge, to a member of my 
staff, and again, in a quiet, determined, and semi-minatory tone, begged for the 
letter of introduction to Gorst on behalf of Ventura. On its being explained to 
him that such a course was impossible, even in the case of a British subject, he 
adopted a defiant tone, and declared that this case of crying injustice must be 
remedied; that the highest influences in the world, including that of Jewish 
members of the House of Lords, would be brought to bear; and that, if necessary, 
measures would be taken to bring about the downfall of the Egyptian Govern- 
ment, and the British position in Egypt would be compromised. The man was 
not a lunatic, and spoke in very measured tones. 

Talaat Bey, the Minister of the Interior, who is of Gipsy descent, and comes 
from Kirjali, in the Adrianople district, and Javid Bey, the Minister of Finance, 
who is a Crypto-Jew, are the official manifestations of the occult power of the 
Committee. They are the only members of the Cabinet who really count, and are 
also the apex of Freemasonry in Turkey. That they would use an agent of 
Sakakini’s antecedents is more than suspicious. Since he became Minister of 
the Interior about a year ago, Talaat Bey has been spreading the net of the 
Freemason Committee over the Empire by appointing to provincial posts as 
governors, sub-governors, etc., men who are Masons or reliable Committee 
adherents, and, in most cases, both. The intention is that, should a majority of 
the present Chamber, by accident or despite the terrors of the state of siege, 
carry Opposition to the point of endangering the Ministry of Talaat and Javid, 
the latter should instantly reply by a coup d’état, dissolve the Chamber, and have 
fresh elections, which would be manipulated by the Committee clubs and Free- 
masonry lodges in the provinces and return more malleable deputies. The 
invisible government of Turkey is thus the Grand Orient with Talaat Bey as 
Grand Master. Eugéne Tavernier, in his article in the April number of the 
‘Nineteenth Century’, describes the French Republic as the ‘daughter of the 
Grand Orient’. The same epithet might perhaps be appropriately applied to the 
Ottoman Committee of Union and Progress, for as Masons seem to be adherents 
of the Committee, most non-Masons, i.e. the vast majority of the population, 
are secretly opposed to its rule. Like French Republicans and Freemasons, the 
words most frequently on its lips are ‘reaction’ and ‘clerical’. Its first tendency 
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was not to modify and modernise the Mahommedan sacred law, but to under- 
mine and smash it. Most of its leaders, while frankly rationalist, also paradoxically 
endeavour to use the Islamic fervour of the masses as a political weapon and to 
divert it into chauvinistic channels on the lines of national, i.e. Asiatic, Pan- 
Islamism. It is intolerant of opposition, and one of its principal methods of 
destroying its adversaries is to drive them into overt opposition and then crush 
them as ‘reactionaries’. Several of the Ulema have been induced to become 
Masons, and their example is being used to overcome the scruples and prejudices 
of the people. A Turk described it as a process of ‘drugging the latter with 
Jewish hashish’. 

From the foregoing or any close inspection of the Young Turkey movement 
in its present stage, it will appear to be principally Jewish and ‘Turkish’ as 
opposed to other Ottoman elements, e.g. Arabs, Greeks, Bulgarians, Armenians, 
etc. The Turk is mainly a soldier, and under constitutional forms he strives to 
preserve his race predominance, which he can only do through the army. On 
the latter he spends half his revenue and uses it to reduce the other elements to a 
state of terror and mute subjection. A constitution in a way implies economic 
progress, but the economic organism of the Turk is of the feeblest kind, and, 
unsupported, could not stand alone a week. It was hoped in the beginning that 
the Armenians, Bulgarians, Greeks and the Ottoman Jew would serve as 
economic props, but the Young Turk seems to have allied himself solely with the 
Jew, Ottoman and foreign, and to have estranged the other races. The same 
result has been witnessed in Hungary, where the Hungarian, who is of Turkish 
stock and is similarly devoid of real business instincts, has come under the 
almost exclusive economic and financial domination of the Jew. The latter seems 
to have entangled the pre-economic-minded Turk in his toils, and as Turkey 
happens to contain the places sacred to Israel, it is but natural that the Jew should 
strive to maintain a position of exclusive influence and utilize it for the furtherance 
of his ideals, viz. the ultimate creation of an autonomous Jewish state in Palestine 
or Babylonia, as explained by Israel Zangwill in his article in the ‘Fortnightly 
Review’ of April. He would kill two birds with one stone if he could obtain from 
the Turk unrestricted immigration of Jews into Turkey, an aim that he has been 
pursuing for years back, and transfer to Mesopotamia some millions of his 
co-religionists in bondage in Russia and Roumania. In return for ‘unrestricted 
immigration’ of foreign Jews, he has offered the Young Turk to sacrifice his 
mother-tongue and replace it by Turkish, and even to take over the whole of the 
Turkish National Debt. Dr Nazim, one of the most influential members of the 
Salonica Committee and said to be of Jewish extraction, has, in company, with 
his fidus Achates, a certain Faik Bey Toledo, a Crypto-Jew of Salonica, visited 
the Paris branch of the I.C.A. (Judaeo-Colonisation Association) and has since 
openly advocated importing 200,000 Roumanian Jews into Macedonia and 
some millions of Russian Jews into Mesopotamia. Israel Zangwill, in the article 
in the ‘Fortnightly Review’ of April alluded to above, expresses the hope that 
Hakki Pasha, the present Grand Vizier, ‘may be trusted to advise the Porte 
soundly on the subject’, i.e. in favour of a Jewish autonomous state in Mesopo- 
tamia. Hakki Pasha has been given a Jewish private secretary, and frequents a 
certain Jewish house more than any other, but the Jewish projects have not yet 
materialised. Doubtless, when Young Turkey with its heavy military expenditure 
is in need of borrowing, further pressure will be applied by the Jewish lenders. 
Abdul Hamid, when in dire financial straits, refused similar offers from Herzl, 
the Sionist leader, and the same idea seems to be in Zangwill’s mind when he 
remarks: ‘For, unless the Young Turks have even less common sense than money, 
the enormous advantages to their Empire of permitting the peaceful penetration 
of an industrial and non-militant white population must be borne home to them.’ 
Zangwill says the four Jewish deputies in the Ottoman Parliament are ‘violently 
anti-Sionist’. They may pretend to be so in the Palestine sense of the word: they 
are certainly not in the Mesopotamian sense. 
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This feature of Young Turkey politics cannot be overlooked by those who 
would be connected with projected enterprises in Mesopotamia, Syria and even 
Egypt. For the ‘Aurore’ (‘Shefak’), a Sionist organ started a year ago in Con- 
stantinople, is never tired of reminding its readers that the domination of Egypt, 
the land of the Pharaohs, who forced the Jews to build the Pyramids, is part if 
the future heritage of Israel. This theory certainly sounds far-fetched, but it is 
apparently held and preached by some idealists. Mesopotamia and Palestine 
are, however, only the ultimate goal of the Jews. The immediate end for which 
they are working is the practically exclusive economic capture of Turkey and new 
enterprises in that country. It has been shown above that already they hold or 
control all the pivotal points in the machinery of the Young Turkey Government, 
though the Ministry of Public Works, which can influence the granting of 
concessions, is still held by an Armenian, Halajian Effendi. When his predecessor, 
another Armenian, was got rid of, a determined attempt was made to appoint a 
Jew or a Jewish nominee. But, especially after the massacres of Armenians at 
Adana, it was felt that the Armenians should continue to hold one portfoio 
in the Ministry. Two months ago Halajian seemed on the point of falling, but 
obtained a new lease of life on becoming a Mason in the same lodge as Talaat 
Bey and Javid Bey. His position is now still shaky, and the most bitter and 
constant attacks on him come from a Jewish-financed paper, ‘Le Jeune Turc’, 
while there are rumours that his successor will be a Jew, or a Turk with a Jew at 
his elbow. 

It is obvious that the Jew, who is so vitally interested in maintaining his sole 
predominance in the councils of the Young Turkey, is equally interested in 
keeping alive the flames of discord between the Turk and his (the Jew’s) possible 
rivals, i.e. the Armenians, Greeks, etc., while it is to be inferred that he would 
not be averse to the new régime increasing the national indebtedness to the 
Hebrew financiers. This aspect of the Turkish Revolution has been dwelt on at 
some length, as, apart from its historical interest, it is not without its direct and 
indirect bearing on side problems of the Near East. The Jew hates Russia and 
its Government, and the fact that England is now friendly to Russia has the 
effect of making the Jew to a certain extent anti-British in Turkey and Persia—a 
consideration to which the Germans are, I think, alive. The Jew can help the 
Young Turk with brains, business enterprise, his enormous influence in the press 
of Europe, and money in return for economic advantages and the eventual 
realisation of the ideals of Israel, while the Young Turk wants to regain and 
assert his national independence and get rid of the tutelage of Europe, as part 
of a general Asiatic revival, on lines and at a pace which must appear chauvinistic 
to the average Western. The Jew has supplied funds to the Young Turks and has 
thus acquired a hold on them; but in order to retain this hold he has to appear 
at least to approve and aid the Young Turk towards the accomplishment of 
‘national’ dreams. Secrecy and elusive methods are essential to both. The 
Oriental Jew is an adept at manipulating occult forces, and political Freemasonry 
of the continental type has been chosen as the most effective bond and cloak to 
conceal the inner workings of the movement. It has been mentioned above that, 
at the outset, this new form of Masonry in Turkey ‘fraternised’ with the members 
of the British, i.e. Scottish, lodge founded in Constantinople fifty years ago, but 
the latter soon began to discover that the ways of the native lodges, which were 
mostly run by Jews, were but a travesty on and a prostitution of true Free- 
masonry, and eventually the Grand Lodge of Scotland pronounced them 
‘spurious’, with the result that the English lodge closed its doors to all the new 
Masons, including the all-powerful Ministers Talaat Bey and Javid Bey. The 
latter, who control the armies of Turkey, its finances, martial law, Parliament, 
and, in short, the destinies of the Empire generally, naturally took umbrage at 
this ‘rebuff from the English’, as it was styled in the version which rapidly spread 
through the whispering galleries, and may have become a trifle less pro-British 
in consequence. They were described as ‘furious at this insult’, but there is no 
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reason to suppose that it led them to essentially alter the friendly policy of their 
Cabinet towards us. We may, perhaps, also give them the benefit of the doubt, 
and suppose that they have little or no positive knowledge of the extreme views 
and policy of some members of local lodges that are in touch and sympathy 
with Egyptian Freemasons and working in the same subterranean way in Cairo, 
Alexandria, etc. For some of the ultra-chauvinistic Masons here are working in 
with the anti-Khedive and anti-English parties in Egypt, and an Arab deputy 
and Mason stated recently that he had good reason to suppose that one of their 
back-thoughts was, by propaganda, occasional display of the Ottoman fleet at 
Alexandria, to foster unrest and eventually lead up to disorders, in the course of 
which His Highness the Khedive would be made to disappear by the ‘black hand’, 
and a member of the Halim branch be appointed regent of the Khedive’s son on 
the lines of the recent dynastic change in Persia. The Committee of Union and 
Progress undoubtedly encouraged and co-operated with the Persians in this 
latter event, and there is now question of starting a Persian Grand Orient, Ferra- 
jullah Khan, the new Persian chargé d’affaires, having recently become a Mason. 
The type of chauvinistic Young Turk who holds such views is an ‘Asiatic Nation- 
alist’, and, no matter how grateful he may feel to a European Government for 
services rendered, would consider it his ‘patriotic’ duty to help other Orientals 
‘rightly struggling to be free’ in Egypt or in India, to attain their freedom from 
European ‘bondage’. The Committee’s policy is not guided by sentimental 
considerations, and any Power that expects gratitude for services rendered to 
Young Turkey would be making an egregious miscalculation. 

Ismail Hakki Bey, Babanzadé, Deputy for Baghdad, and one of the Com- 
mittee’s experts on foreign affairs, is said to have a brother Hikmet Bey employed 
under Reouf Pasha in the Ottoman Agency in Cairo. Hikmet Bey appears to 
have doubtful dealings, mostly through some Syrians, with Mahomed Farid 
and other such Nationalists, despite the correct behaviour of his chief. The 
‘Jeune Turc’, which, like some other organs in the Ottoman capital, is subven- 
tioned by the Jews, has from time to time violent anti-English articles on Egyptian 
affairs. One of the writers is a young Cretan, Jelal Noury by name, who is a 
member of the Committee, and son of a Committee senator called Noury Bey. 
Another writer in the same is a renegade Pole, called Seiffeddin T. Gastowtt, 
who once had financial relations with Oppenheim, the German Jew well known 
in Cairo at the time of the Akaba incident and since. Seifiddin T. Gastowtt, 
with an Egyptian called Hussein Hassib, has recently started in Constantinople 
a Pan-Islamic organ in French and Turkish called ‘La Tribune des Peuples’ (in 
Turkish ‘Kursi-i-Millel’), the avowed object of which is to awaken and arouse 
to a sense of their solidarity with Young Turkey Moslems the millions of 
‘oppressed’ brethren in India, Egypt, Russia, Tunis, Algiers, etc. It declares that 
Europe’s policy is anti-Islamic and anti-Asiatic and that Turks should put no 
faith in European hypocritical professions of friendship. As for England, it 
quotes Ahmed Riza Bey’s statement: ‘L’écrasement de l’Empire ottoman 
augmentera et consolidera sa force en Egypte et en Arabie.’ Hussein Hassib 
Bey is a sort of delegate here of the Egyptian Nationalists, and has interested 
himself in getting some young Nationalists taken into Turkish schools. He has a 
brother working with Mahomed Farid. 

What are then the likely tendencies of Young Turkey? Its representative 
civilians are Talaat Bey, who was a telegraph clerk in receipt of £T.3 per month, 
Javid Bey, Minister of Finance, who was a schoolmaster earning some £T.10 a 
month, and Hussein Jahid Bey, deputy and editor of the ‘Tanin’, who at one 
time translated into Turkish novels at the rate of fourpence a page for Abdul 
Hamid. Their natural instinct has been and is to reduce others to their own level. 
The Turkish element numbers some 6,000,000 in an Empire of some 30,000,000. 
Under a real constitutional régime, allowing a certain fair play and free play 
to the other elements, it would be swamped, more especially as it is inferior to 
the majority (Arabs, Greeks, Bulgarians, etc.), in intelligence, instruction and 
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business qualities. It can only maintain its position as the dominant race by its 
fighting qualities, i.e. by the army. The capital and Parliament it dominates 
through martial law. The Armenians were cowed by the Adana massacres, the 
Greeks have been terrorised into a sullen silence, the political life of the Bul- 
garians was crushed by the forcible closing of their clubs and societies. So much 
for the potentially ‘obstreperous’ Christian elements. The Turkish army is now 
‘levelling the non-submissive Moslem Albanians, and the Kurds and Arabs 
will probably in turn undergo the same process. As the Turkish element cannot 
shine by intellectual or commercial achievements, its instincts lead it to display 
its superiority by military ‘activity’. If it succeeds in reducing the Empire to 
mute subjection internally, its impulse will probably be to adopt an active 
chauvinistic policy as regards Persia, Egypt, Greece and perhaps Bulgaria. For 
the moment it is withheld by prudential considerations connected with the 
Cretan question, where it still requires the good-will of Europe to secure a 
favourable solution. The attainment of the latter may only whet its appetite for 
similar successes in Egypt, etc. But all this is dependent on European, i.e. mainly 
Jewish, financiers supplying it with the sums required to keep up an army which 
is disproportionate to its actual state of economic development. At present the 
Turkish constitutional régime is a sham; but, looking into the future, how the 
Turkish element can maintain its supremacy by force alone under a genuine 
constitutional régime is almost an insoluble problem. As it is, Young Turkey 
regards itself as the vanguard of an awakened Asia. It fancies itself bound to 
protect the nascent liberties of Persia *now endangered by the selfish and over- 
bearing policy of Russia and England’. Hence its policy of adventure in Western 
Azerbaijan and its subterranean links with Young Persian anjumans, with 
German efforts at intervention in Persia, as in Morocco in 1906, and with 
Caucasian revolutionaries. It also has affiliations with Jewish and extreme 
Armenian (Tashnak) revolutionaries in Russia, which it hopes to weaken and 
render innocuous by fostering unrest and currents of internal upheaval. It is 
also coquetting, assisted by the Jews, with its Hungarian brethren of Turanian 
origin, and tries to create a sympathetic current in Afghanistan and among 
Indian Moslems. 

The Young Turks, partly at the inspiration of Jewish Masonry, and partly 
owing to the fact that French is the one European language extensively spread 
in the Levant, have been imitating the French Revolution and its godless and 
levelling methods. The developments of the French Revolution led to antagonism 
between England and France, and should the Turkish revolution develop on the 
same lines, it may find itself similarly in antagonism with British ideals and 
interests. 

The Young Turkish policy so far has almost completely estranged Ottoman, 
and especially Syrian, Arabs, who, like Greeks, Bulgarians, etc., have lost all 
hope of the establishment of a really constitutional régime in Turkey, fear the 
heavy hand of the Turk, and are looking around for some rallying centre in 
defence of Arab interests. They hate and despise the Turk, to whom they feel 
themselves intellectually and culturally superior, will not submit to be turcised, 
and dread Sionism and Jewish invasion in Syria and Mesopotamia, but they are 
separated by deserts, differences of dialect, and a racial inability of cohesion, 
and many of them, deputies and others, secretly turn their eyes towards the 
Khedivate as the one ‘Arab Government’ which, they cherish the hope, may one 
day, under British auspices, exercise a centripetal effect on all Ottoman Arabs. 
With many this idea has taken definite shape, with others it is inchoate or semi- 
inchoate; but all these have no sympathy with Egyptian extreme Nationalists 
or their methods. Some of them suggest that the Grand Lodge of Egypt, which 
is recognised by British Freemasonry, should try to bring under its wing the 
‘spurious’ Egyptian lodges of political Masons. The notion, of course, is 
ridiculous, and only testifies to their fallacious conception of the true principles 
of British Masonry, which is, of course, non-political, and presumably British 
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recognised Masons in Egypt will have to follow the injunctions of the Grand 
Lodges of England and Scotland to eschew all relations with the ‘spurious 
brethren’ who merely use Masonry as a cloak for their political scheming. All 
the above facts and appreciations concerning our local Masonry have been 
obtained from Masons under the seal of confidence, but, like all secret political 
organisations of the kind, it is very elusive and tends to bury itself deeper if it 
suspects that its secrets are being discovered, and I would therefore beg that 
this document be treated as strictly secret. Most of it interests Cairo, and I 
suppose you will forward it confidentially to Gorst. It might also be expedient 
to similarly communicate it to Tehran and, perhaps, the Government of India. 
For if the prominent Indian Moslems were discreetly given to understand that 
the Young Turkey movement is seriously influenced by Jewish and atheistic 
political Freemasonry, the effect would be to counteract any potentially anti- 
British national Pan-Islamic propaganda carried on by extreme chauvinist 
Young Turks. 

I have reason to believe that my German colleague is aware of the extent to 
which Jewish and Latin Masonry inspires the Committee, and that he has 
confidentially kept his Government informed as to this feature of Young Turkey 
politics. 

Yours very sincerely, 


GERARD LOWTHER. 


P.S.-It has been said above that the Grand Lodge of Scotland refused to re- 
cognise the new ‘Grand Orient Ottoman’, whose Masonry it pronounced 
‘spurious’; but I learn that efforts are being made to indirectly get round this 
difficulty by inducing the Grand Lodge of England to recognise the new Turkish 
creation. In view of the curious developments in Egyptian Masonry, it would 
seem desirable that the Grand Lodge of England should follow the example of 
its Scotch sister and refuse its imprimatur to an institution so coloured by 
politics. 
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exploiting Freemasonry, in various parts of the Levant, and, by rendering a variety of 
mysterious services to the then Khedive for whom he spied, to Aziz Pasha Hassan, an 
Egyptian Prince of Prusso-Turkish morals . . . and other notables’. 

15. F.O. 882/25, Arab Bulletin, no. 23; the passages cited above are at pp. 294-96 and 
298. 

16. Wingate Papers, Sudan Archives, School of Oriental Studies, Durham University, 
139/1. It is also perhaps worth noticing that the Judeo-masonic character of the Young 
Turks is touched on in one of the handbooks prepared in the Historical Section of the 
Foreign Office for the use of the British Delegates to the Peace Conference and sub- 
sequently published. The handbook on Mohammedan History (1920), declares, p. 57; 
‘That the Committee of Union and Progress could be in earnest in its Pan-Islamic 
policy has been denied on various grounds. In the first place it has been pointed out that 
the leaders of that Committee are, without exception, Freemasons; and such religious 
fanaticism conflicts with the principles of the Masonic Society . . .”; and again on p. 80: 
‘The Salonika Jews are inseparable from the Committee of Union and Progress.’ The 
author of the first assertion was Sir Thomas Arnold and of the second Arnold J. Toynbee; 
see list established by Professor G. W. Prothero, the editor of the handbooks, F.O. 
370/245 L455 and L 959/14/405. A recent author, Professor Z. N. Zeine, seems to accept 
the truth of these and similar assertions. He also compounds his error by also affirming, 
on his own account, that “The Arab Muslim leaders doubted the sincerity of the 
Committee of Union and Progress’ because of these alleged Jewish and masonic 
connections. There is no evidence for such as affirmation; see The Emergence of Arab 
Nationalism (Beirut, 1966), p. 89. 


